In order to conduct a replicable analysis of the possible phylogenetic patterns of extinction risk, one must first formulate a clear set of definitions of ecosystem boundaries and risk categories. Subsequently, a robust and internally consistent dataset that includes all the available information on species distributions and risk assessments must be assembled. Here, we review the dataset and methodology of a recent paper focused on phylogenetic patterns of plant extinction risk in the Eastern Arc Mountains of Kenya and Tanzania and point out some of the limitations of inferring such patterns from inadequate and biased data. We show that bias in the dataset is probably responsible for the conclusion that Vulnerable species are more closely related than expected by chance, and provide guidelines for the construction of an appropriate dataset for such an analysis.
Natural habitats are changing at a rate unprecedented in human history, as a result of both direct and indirect human disturbance. It is thus essential to understand the extinction risk facing species in ecosystems worldwide (Butchart et al., 2010) . Yessoufou, Daru & Davies (2012) present an approach that aims to elucidate phylogenetic factors that have a role in determining the extinction risk of plant species in diverse tropical ecosystems, and suggest that their results may be used to guide conservation management. We are concerned, however, that their study suffers from several methodological flaws that undermine the reliability of their conclusions and have the potential to misdirect conservation efforts. Our principal criticisms of the paper are: 1) inadequate knowledge of the study area, its flora, and relevant literature; 2) lack of transparent or repeatable methods for data selection, compounded by inadequate sample size; and 3) compilation and analysis of an inconsistent dataset containing non-equivalent Red List assessments performed under different criteria and at different times.
Characterization and delimitation of study area
The study by Yessoufou, Daru & Davies (2012) focuses on selected plants of Tanzania, with particular reference to part of the Eastern Arc Mountains of Kenya and Tanzania.
Despite the authors' claim to have made "a thorough literature survey", they cite no recent literature characterizing the area's ecosystems and vegetation (e.g. Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund, 2003; Conservation International, 2008) or detailing its flora and plant endemism (e.g. Gereau, Taylor & Luke, 2006) , conservation assessments and priorities (e.g. Newmark, 2002; Doggart et al., 2006; Gereau et al., 2009; Platts et al., 2010; Ahrends et al., 2011) , elevational distribution of extinction risk (e.g. Hall et al., 2009), ecological and environmental history (e.g. Finch, Leng & Marchant, 2009; Finch & Marchant, 2011) , or physiographic delimitation (e.g. Platts et al., 2011) . This lack of adequate context is reflected in the authors' characterization of the Eastern Arc
Mountains as "woefully-understudied", and crucially undermines their ability to interpret their findings accurately and objectively. Eastern Arc plant species with data on threat status (presented in their Table S2 ) are unclear, so that the list cannot be tested nor a comparable list compiled from other data or by other researchers. Furthermore, the authors leave out of their analysis the flora of an important part of the Eastern Arc, the Taita Hills of Kenya, although they include the Taita Hills in their description of the study area. The entire Eastern Arc has long been identified as a single area for conservation and phytogeographic analysis (Lovett, 1990 (Lovett, , 1993 Burgess et al., 2007) . Thus the inclusion of the entire area is important to achieve the stated goals of the study, and at a minimum the exclusion of the Taita Hills from the study should be justified. 
